A recent cataloguing of the Heteroptera (Hemiptera) types held in the collection of National Museum, Prague (NMPC), revealed several specimens originating from the collection of Czech collectors Emil Holub and Ladislav Duda, being part of the same series as types described by Géza Horváth in his paper 'Hemiptera nova africana' and until now believed to be deposited exclusively in the Hungarian Natural History Museum, Budapest (HNHM 
Introduction
The type specimens preserved in the collections of the National Museum in Prague, Czech Republic (NMPC) are currently being inventoried and catalogued; taxa completed and published include certain families of Coleoptera (e.g., BEZDĚK & HÁJEK 2009 , BEZDĚK et al. 2017 , MACHÁČKOVÁ et al. 2017 , Diptera (TKOČ et al. 2014) , Hymenoptera (BEZDĚČKOVÁ et al. 2017) , orthopteroid orders (MACHÁČ- KOVÁ & FIKÁČEK 2014) as well as Hemiptera (KMENT & KOLÍNOVÁ 2013 , KMENT et al. 2015 , MALENOVSKÝ et al. 2016 . During the survey of the Heteroptera collection we found several specimens originating from the collections of the Czech scientists Emil Holub and Ladislav Duda, apparently originating from the same lot of specimens as the types of taxa described by renowned Hungarian entomologist Géza Horváth in his paper 'Hemiptera nova africana ' (HORVÁTH 1893) . Discovery of these specimens initiated a critical revision of the type specimens found both in NMPC and the Hungarian Natural History Museum in Budapest (HNHM). In the present paper, the type status of the examined specimens is discussed and new synonymies are proposed. Additionally, the date of the publication of the paper by HORVÁTH (1893) and the probable geographic origin of the specimens collected by E. Holub in 'Africa centralis' are elucidated.
Géza Horváth (23rd November 1847-8th September 1937), an eminent hemipterist at the juncture of the 19th and 20th centuries, spent most of his long career in the Zoological Department of the Hungarian National Museum (now Hungarian Natural History Museum) in Budapest, Hungary (1873 -1874 and 1895 -1924 as employee, 1924 . For details on his life and bibliography see CHINA (1938) , CSIKI (1944) , VIDLIČKA & FŰRY (2013) and DEBRECZENI-DROPPÁN (2016) . Horváth's extensive collection of Hemiptera is now preserved in the HNHM, but he also worked on specimens provided by his contemporaries and such materials are now scattered throughout collections of several museums. The case discussed in the present paper treats specimens sent to him for description by the Czech hemipterist Ladislav Duda.
Ladislav Duda (31st March 1854-28th August 1895) was a secondary school teacher and along with Franz Xaver Fieber and Friedrich Anton Kolenati one of the founders of Heteroptera reasearch in the present territory of the Czech Republic. His main achievement was the compilation of the fi rst check-lists of the Hemiptera of Bohemia (DUDA 1884 (DUDA , 1885 (DUDA -1886 (DUDA , 1892a . After his untimely death, his collection was donated by his sister in 1896 to the National Museum in Prague (KOLEŠKA 1980 , KMENT & KOLÍNOVÁ 2013 .
Emil Holub (7th October 1847-21th February 1902) was a Czech physician, explorer, naturalist, and ethnographer (e.g., ŠÁMAL 2013). He conducted two African expeditions. During his fi rst journey (1872-1879) he served as physician in South Africa, mostly in the area of diamond fi elds around present Kimberley, from where he made three collecting trips visiting the areas of the current South Africa, Botswana, Zimbabwe, and Zambia, reaching the Zambezi River in the north (Figs 1-3 ). His second journey (1883-1887), in which he was accompanied by his wife Rosa and six companions, set out from Cape Town with the ambitious goal of crossing Africa from the south to the north. However, the expedition reached only the territory of Kafue River in the present-day Zambia, where one of his companions was killed and the rest had to fl ee south due to the hostility of the local Ila people (Fig. 4) . He provided detailed accounts of his fi rst (HOLUB 1880a (HOLUB ,b, 1881a and second (HOLUB 1890a,b) journey in his books published in Czech and German and translated into several other languages. He published also several original contributions to natural history, for example to the birds of South Africa (HOLUB & VON PELZEN 1882) or the fossils of the Uitenhage formation in South Africa (HOLUB & NEUMAYR 1881). Holub's contributions to vertebrate zoology were summarized by MLÍKOVSKÝ et al. (2011) . Holub collected an unprecedented material composed of several tens of thousands of objects of etnography, archaeology, anthropology, botany, zoology, mineralogy and palaeontology. Being too extensive for any single museum of that time, he divided his collection and donated or sold its parts to 467 different institutions including national and local museums, universities and schools (ŽELÍZKO 1931 , JIROUŠKOVÁ et al. 2011 , ŠÁMAL 2013 . The insects brought from his journeys are estimated to over 46,000 specimens (fi rst journey -over 18,000; second journey -ca. 28,000); a big part of them was acquired by the Prague entomologist Otakar Nickerl Sr. (KOLEŠKA 1982) , who collaborated with Emil Holub on the identifi cation of his beetle collection and preparation of his public exhibitions in Prague and Vienna (ŠÁMAL 2013) .
The Nickerls collection, i.e., the joint collection of František Antonín Nickerl (lepidopterist, 1813-1871) , Otakar Nickerl Sr. (lepidopterist and coleopterist, 1838-junior synonym of Rhynocoris dudae by MALDONADO CAPRILES (1990) , must be considered valid species. Type locality of the species described based on material collected by Emil Holub is discussed. New records are provided for Edocla albipennis (Namibia), Homoeocerus fuscicornis (Angola) and Parantestia cincticollis (Republic of the Congo).
Material and methods
Digital photographs were taken using a Nikon D90 camera equipped with an AF-S Micro Nikkor 60mm f/2.8G ED lens. Uncoated specimens were examined by a Hitachi S-3700N environmental scanning electron microscope at the Department of Palaeontology, National Museum, Prague.
For the type specimens, the exact label data are cited, further specifi ed by our remarks given in square brackets:
[p] -preceding text is printed on the label attached to the specimen, [hw] -preceding text is handwritten on the label; unless otherwise indicated, the data are written/ printed in black ink on a white label. Separate labels are indicated by a double slash '//' and lines within each label are separated by a slash '/'.
The material examined is deposited in the following collections:
Types of the species described in Horváth's 'Hemiptera nova africana'
The way of acquisition of the specimens from the collections of the Czech naturalists L. Duda and E. Holub was explained by G. Horváth as follows: 'Insectum hoc novum, sicut etiam species ceteras a celeberrimo viatore E. Holub in Africa centrali collectas et in sequentibus descriptas, mecum benevole communicavit Dom. Lad. Duda. [= This new insect, as well as other species collected by the celebrated traveler E. Holub in Central Africa and described below, was kindly shared by Mr. Lad. Duda.]' (HORVÁTH 1893: 256) . The NMPC specimens originating from Holub's collection bear the label 'Coll. Nickerl / Mus. Pragense' suggesting that the specimens came to NMPC via Nickerls collection (KOLEŠKA 1988 , VÁVRA 1923 . We expect that L. Duda, the only Czech Heteroptera specialist in his time, served as mediator between E. Holub and/or Nickerls and G. Horváth.
For all described species HORVÁTH (1893) indicated the sex of the specimen(s) (either female or male, never both) and the length and width of body (always two single numbers, never intervals) and provided the HNHM specimens (except a female of Homoeocerus fuscicornis) with his handwritten type and/or identifi cation labels. On the other hand, none of the specimens in NMPC bears labels written by Horváth's hand (cf. Figs 7, 11, 26 versus Fig. 62) , and in some cases the sex (e.g., Homoeocerus fuscicornis, Menida distanti) and measurements of the NMPC specimens does not fi t the original description. Based on these facts we may assume that L. Duda sent only singletons to G. Horváth who kept them in HNHM; these specimens are considered here the genuine types. Although the individuals deposited in NMPC originate from the same lot of specimens as those in HNHM, they did not form the basis of the descriptions, being merely topotypic specimens without type status.
When describing the new species, HORVÁTH (1893) usually did not state the number of specimens studied. Such specimens we interpret as syntypes (cf. ICZN 1999: Art. 73.2, Recommendation 73F). However, in fi ve cases (Cosmolestes fulvus, Edocla albipennis, Polytodes ochraceus, Dinidor vicarius, and Stollia crucifera) it is implied in the text that he only had a single specimen. These characteristically mutilated singletons, all but one deposited in HNHM, are easily recognized and they must be considered as holotypes (ICZN 1999: Art. 73.1.2) , despite the fact that there is another topotypic specimen of Cosmolestes fulvus and Stollia crucifera in NMPC.
The syntypes of Caura modesta and Diploxys holubi, deposited in HNHM, were listed by LINNAVUORI (1974 LINNAVUORI ( , 1975 as 'type'. Although Article 74.6 of ICZN (1999) requires use of 'the type' (emphasis by us), we still accept the above wording as valid lectotype designation under the Article 74.6 of ICZN (1999). Our reason for doing so is that (1) Linnavuori used the word 'holotype' and 'type' interchangeably in at least the above two papers, frequently even within the same species (e.g. LINNAVUORI 1974: 16), indicating that he used the term 'type' in the sense of 'holotype'; (2) he frequently used the term 'cotype ' (e.g. LINNAVUORI 1974: 29) and (3) he explicitly selected lectotypes from syntypes (termed as 'cotypes') (e.g. LINNAVUORI 1974: 34), making clear that he made an explicit distinction between syntypes and holotypes. Because of the above points, we consider that the usage of the noun 'type' in Linnavuori's papers in concern refl ects his assumption that the speciesgroup taxon was based upon a single type specimen in the sense of Article 74.6.
Of Stollia crucifera we were unable to trace the holotype in HNHM. For this reason, the only available topotypic specimen from NMPC is designated here as neotype to fi x the identity of this taxon.
Figs 1-4. Schematic maps of Emil Holub's journeys in southern Africa. 1-3 -First journey (1872-1879): 1 -arrival / departure (1872 / 1878-79, yellow, ship route marked by a dashed line) and 1st expedition (1873, red); 2 -2nd expedition (1873-74); 3 -3rd expedition (1875-76). 4 -Second journey (1883-1887, train route marked by a dashed line). Based on Holub's original maps (HOLUB 1880a (HOLUB ,b, 1881a (HOLUB ,b, 1890a , MLÍKOVSKÝ et al. (2011) and ŠÁMAL (2013 (SCHOUTEDEN 1932; VILLIERS , 1954a , Edocla albipennis in Namibia (this paper), and Homoeocerus fuscicornis from Angola, the Democratic Republic of the Congo and the Republic of the Congo (SCHOUTEDEN 1938, VILLIERS 
1973, this paper); the ranges of these species probably include at least Zambia. Finally, Diploxys holubi, has never been reported after its original description and therefore its precise distribution is unknown; however, it belongs to an African genus and therefore we do not doubt it is member of the Afrotropical fauna. Four species (Dinidor vicarius, Hypselonotus balteatus, Polytodes ochraceus, Stollia crucifera) described from 'Africa Centralis' are junior synonyms of species known from the Neotropical Region (WHITEHEAD 1974 , LATTIN 1977 , this paper), therefore their type locality must be considered as erroneous. While Hypselonotus interruptus Hahn, 1833 (senior synonym of H. balteatus) is widely distributed in Central and Southern America from Mexico to Argentina (WHITEHEAD 1974 , PACKAUSKAS 2010 , the remaining three species are restricted to northwestern South America (Colombia, Ecuador, Peru) (e.g., SCHOUTEDEN 1913a , MCDONALD 1986 , DURAI 1987 , EGER 1990 . Such a coincidence may suggest a common source of these specimens.
The lack of precise localities is a major problem of Holub's zoological collection. According to MLÍKOVSKÝ et al. (2011) Holub's collection was actually composed of three main sources: i) Specimens collected by Holub or his fellows in the wild and fresh specimens obtained by him from local hunters in southern Africa. These are authentic specimens. ii) Specimens (excluding fresh ones) obtained by Holub in southern Africa from other persons by purchase, exchange or donation (cf. HOLUB & VON PELZEN 1882). Most of these specimens were of local origin, but some might have been brought to southern Africa from other parts of the world (MLÍKOVSKÝ et al. 2011) . iii) Specimens obtained by Holub from outside of Africa. After spreading most of his collections from expeditions in Africa, Holub used specimens he bought, received or exchanged to donate them to other persons and institutions. These specimens may be of any geographic origin (ŽELÍZKO 1931 , MLÍKOVSKÝ et al. 2011 . The latter case is the probable explanation also for the above-mentioned mislabelled specimens. (SCHOUTEDEN 1932 (SCHOUTEDEN , 1944 VILLIERS 1948 VILLIERS , 1964 VILLIERS , 1967 , Guinea (JEANNEL 1919 , VILLIERS 1954b ), Ivory Coast (VILLIERS 1948 , 1949 (SCHOUTEDEN 1932 , VILLIERS 1954a . Remarks. The original description explicitly specifi ed that it was based on a single female ('[t] ibiae posticae in exemplo descripto cum tarsis desunt' = hind tibiae of the described specimen lacking tarsi). Only the female deposited in the HNHM (Figs 8-11 ) matches this piece of information, therefore it is to be treated as the holotype of this species (ICZN 1999: Art. 73 Variability. In addition to the typical form in which the corium is characterized by a continuous longitudinal pale stripe, there is another colour form in which the longitudinal pale stripe of corium is centrally interrupted by a transverse black fascia. Also the colour of laterotergites IV-VI is highly variable, from almost completely pale to black in anterior two thirds. The body length varies from 11.9 to 14.0 mm (A. Carapezza, pers. comm. Remarks. This species was described based on an unspecifi ed number of male(s) (HORVÁTH 1893). Only one male bearing Horváth's handwritten locality and identifi cation label, deposited in HNHM, is considered as syntype. One female deposited in the HNHM and three males and one female in the NMPC do not fi t the original description and therefore they are considered as specimens without type status. 
Synopsis of the species described in

Hypselonotus balteatus
Current status. Nomen dubium (cf. TSAI et al. 2011).
Distribution. 'Congo' (HORVÁTH 1893) (in error?).
Remarks. This species was described based on an unspecifi ed number of male(s) (HORVÁTH 1893). SCHOUTEDEN (1903: 28) claimed that the type material was lost. We also failed to locate any fi tting specimen in either HNHM or NMPC. Cantao Amyot & Serville, 1843, contains only four species other than C. africanus, three of them distributed in Indomalaya (extending to marginal areas of the Palaearctics), the fourth one in the Australian Region (TSAI et al. 2011) . It is impossible to ascertain the identity of C. africanus from the original description. Since there are records of the common Indomalayan species C. ocellatus (Thunberg, 1784) from Africa, C. africanus is possibly a junior synonym of the latter species (cf. MCDONALD 1988). However, HORVÁTH (1893) explicitly mentioned that its genital capsule lacks the median process characteristic of C. ocellatus, therefore it is not possible to make a conclusive decision, and accordingly, in agreement with MCDONALD (1988), we consider it as a species of unknown identity. It is also possible that the type material was mislabelled and it did not originate from Africa.
Cryptacrus princeps Horváth, 1893 (Figs 41-43)
Cryptacrus princeps Horváth, 1893: 256 (original description). Synonymized by LESTON (1954: 678 SCHOUTEDEN 1903 SCHOUTEDEN , 1972 LEHMANN 1920; LINNAVUORI 1982a; CZAJA 2007) , Central African Republic (SCHOUTEDEN 1903 , LINNAVUORI 1982a , Democratic Republic of the Congo (DIS- TANT 1890 TANT , 1901 SCHOUTEDEN 1909 SCHOUTEDEN , 1910a SCHOUTEDEN , 1911 SCHOUTEDEN , 1929b SCHOUTEDEN , 1972 LESTON 1952a; CZAJA 2012 CZAJA , 2013a CZAJA ,b, 2016 , Equatorial Guinea (SCHOUTEDEN 1904b), Ethiopia (SCHOUTEDEN 1903 , MANCINI 1956 ), Gabon (SCHOUTEDEN 1903 (SCHOUTEDEN , 1972 SCHOUTEDEN 1903; BERGROTH 1914; LESTON 1953 ), South Sudan (LINNAVUORI 1985 , Tanzania (GERSTAECKER 1873; SCHOUTEDEN 1903 SCHOUTEDEN , 1910b SCHOUTEDEN , 1972 JEAN NEL 1913) , Uganda (SCHOUTEDEN 1903 (SCHOUTEDEN , 1972 DISTANT 1902 DISTANT , 1909 DISTANT , 1914 JEANNEL 1913; LESTON 1952b ), Zimbabwe (DISTANT 1914 , LESTON 1954 .
Remarks. This species was described based on an unspecifi ed number of female(s) (HORVÁTH 1893); a single female syntype is deposited in the HNHM. Remarks. Dinidor vicarius was described from 'Central Africa' and it has remained of unknown identity so far (cf. DURAI 1987 , LIS 1990 , ROLSTON et al. 1996 . The remark '[a]rticulus quartus antennarum exempli descripti mutilatus' [= fourth antennal segment of the described specimen mutilated] (HORVÁTH 1893: 259) implies that the original description was based on a single specimen, to be treated as the holotype (ICZN 1999: Art. 73.1.2); the respective specimen is now deposited in the HNHM. HORVÁTH (1893) compared his new species with D. impicticollis Stål, 1870 , and pointed out (in Latin) that it 'seems to differ' from the latter species by its somewhat narrower habitus and the 'acetabula' [= supracoxal lobes] lacking markings. A re-examination of the lectotype of D. impicticollis (type locality: Bogota, Colombia) (NHRS) and additional non-types of the latter species from Colombia, however, revealed that these differences are insignifi cant, and all specimens are recognized as conspecifi c. Accordingly, the following new synonymy is proposed: Dinidor impicticollis Stål, 1870 = D. vicarius BERGROTH 1891; DISTANT 1901; SCHOUTEDEN 1909 SCHOUTEDEN , 1911 SCHOUTEDEN , 1912 SCHOUTEDEN , 1913b LEHMANN 1922; MAYNÉ & GHESQUIÈRE 1934) Tanzania (HARRIS 1937; GREATHEAD 1966a,b; LINNAVUORI 1974) , Uganda (HANCOCK 1926 , KIRKPATRICK 1937 , TAYLOR 1945 , LEPELLEY 1959 ), Zambia (LESTON 1952b ), Zimbabwe (DIS-TANT 1898 , LESTON 1952b ICZN 1999) . For a long time, the species was mentioned only in catalogues (LETHIERRY & SEVERIN 1893 , KIRKALDY 1909b , SCHOUTEDEN 1909 . As the species was compared with Caura rufi ventris (Germar, 1838) in its original description, LESTON & DUTTON (1957) downgraded it to a subspecies of C. rufi ventris, and considered C. intermedia Distant, 1901 as a junior synonym of C. rufi ventris modesta. LINNAVUORI (1970) rejected this synonymy and transferred C. modesta to the genus Antestia Stål, 1865, pointing out its close relationship with A. cincticollis. In a subsequent paper, LINNAVUORI (1974) , based on the study of a syntype, placed the species in Parantestia Linnavuori, 1973, illustrated its head and spermatheca, and compared it with P. cincticollis and P. propinqua Linnavuori, 1974 . LINNAVUORI (1975 proposed the subgenus Chromantestia Linnavuori, 1975 for Parantestia cincticollis species group (sensu LINNAVUORI 1974) . Finally, LINNAVUORI (1982) keyed species of the subgenus Chromantestia, and provided the fi rst exact locality of P. modesta based on one specimen from Cameroon of unspecifi ed sex. LINNAVUORI (1974 LINNAVUORI ( , 1982 provided the following distinguishing characters of P. modesta and P. cincticollis (the latter in parentheses): Body length 11.0 mm (12.0-13.5 mm); colouration more opaque (more shiny); clypeus parallel-sided (tapering apicad); head less emarginated at sides, broader (less emarginated at sides, narrower); pronotum ca. 2.35 times (ca. 2.12 times) as broad as long; punctures on hemelytra brown (black); spermatheca with tubules long and simple, apical section broad, without apical process (tubules shorter, provided with branches). The male of P. modesta remained undescribed.
Polytodes ochraceus
During preparation of this manuscript, we examined three males from Congo-Brazzaville with body length 9.2-9.7 mm, corresponding to the female lectotype of P. modesta and its diagnostic characters provided by LINNA-VUORI (1974, 1982) . The genitalia of these specimens (see Figs 63-66) matched well both the examined specimens of P. cincticollis from Zambia and the drawings of that species provided by LINNAVUORI (1974 LINNAVUORI ( , 1982 . Other characters used to differentiate the two species, i.e. the shape of head, clypeus, body size and black/brown puncturation of the hemelytra, is rather variable among the series of examined specimens. Finally, the processes of the apical receptacle of the spermatheca are subject of a broad individual variability in many Pentatominae and therefore they are not suitable for species delimitation (cf. MEMON et al. 2006 , KMENT 2008 , KMENT & JINDRA 2009 
